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Call to order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
first item on the agenda was to be dealt with in Closed Session and he asked 
that anyone in attendance who was not a member of Senate to leave the 
meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WEST, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF APRIL 15, 1977, BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WEST, SECONDED BY PROF. FROST, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MAY 26, 1977, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that Prof. Bordan's name should be added to the list of 
those absent with regrets for the meetings of May 26 and 27, 1977. 


- THE MOTION WITH THE CORRECTION, WAS VOTED ON AND 
WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FROST, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MAY 27, 1977, 
AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 
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- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JULY 6, 1977, 
BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


This being a new session of Senate, Dr. O'Brien felt that it would be useful 
and appropriate at this point for the members of Senate to identify 
themselves. He invited members of Senate to introduce themselves by 
giving their name and indicating the particular group or constituency from 
which the member comes. 


He draw Senate's attention to the schedule of regular meetings of Senate for 
1977/78 and to the special meeting tentatively scheduled for September 30, 
1977, the question of which would be dealt with later on in the meeting. 
Concerning enrolments for the current year, Dr. O'Brien advised that while 
it was a little too early to have firm information, nonetheless, from the 
information presently available, he was able to state that despite predictions 
of a drastic decrease in enrolments which have been made from time to time 
during the preceding months, it was quite clear that that had not happened. 
With respect to the impact that Bill 101 may have on the University, he 
advised that it was too early to make a precise statement on this. However, 
he pointed out that in a direct technical sense Bill 101 affects the universities 
less than Bill 22 did, because under Bill 22 the universities were assimilated 
to being a branch of the public administration and therefore a variety of 
operating requirements that arose because of this applied to the universities. 


Dr. O'Brien also advised that the usual document on the University budget 
would be tabled at Senate for information in due course. The financial year 
just completed ended with a three million dollar deficit and the operating 
budget for the current year involves a deficit of three million dollars. He 
pointed out that various retroactive adjustments to the University grants 
have eliminated accumulated deficits for previous years so that the 
accumulated deficit as of the end of last year is in fact roughly three million 
dollars. Discussions and negotiations with the Department of Education on 
the revision of the grants to the University are continuing and the issue is 
proceeding normally, that is, while it is proceeding slowly at this point, it 
has not run into any particularly evident difficulties. 


Concerning the work of Senate for the current year, he suggested that the 
major item which should now receive the primary attention of Senate was 
the completion of decisions on the Academic Regulations of Concordia. A 
major segment of that work was completed when the new grading system 
was decided upon and the next areas to be dealt with are those item 
concerning academic re-evaluation and matters associated with that, which 
appear on the agenda under item IX, a). 
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Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the proposed new Library, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that Concordia proposed three major capital projects 
during the last budgetary round with Quebec. These included the 
construction of a Library on the Sir George Williams campus, an 
enlargement of the Vanier Library on th6 Loyola campus, and the 
construction of an additional floor to the Drummond Science Building on 
the Loyola campus. 


In the last provincial capital budget, which is a five-year plan, the 
construction of a-library building on the Sir George Williams campus is 
listed as a project to be undertaken and begun in 1979/80. The other two 
projects have not been listed, that is, they have not been accepted by the 
Government at this time. While in such things nothing is absolutely certain 
and guaranteed until construction is actually begun, Dr. O'Brien felt that the 
project for the construction of a library had a reasonably solid status. He 
added that the Department of Education was prepared to accept the. library 
building on the S.G.W. campus on the grounds that the lease to the Norris 
Building was to expire in the not-too-distant future and also on the grounds 
that whereas you can rent many kinds of space, it really is not possible to 
rent space that is suitable for a library because the physical characteristics of 
such a building are so special. 


Beyond that, the attitude of the Department of Education is that they will not 
approve any further space for Concordia University until a Concordia-wide 
plan for space usage, enveloping the two campuses, is presented. 


Responding to a question concerning possible replacements for future 
faculty resignations, Dr. O'Brien advised that at the moment in many ways 
Concordia was operating under a kind of holding situation until a number of 
things fall out, one of which was the final budget which we-will have once 
we know what the enrolment actually is. The practice at this point has been 
to hold a certain number of faculty positions which become vacant either by 
resignation or retirement, in suspension. In those cases where there is an 
evident immediate urgency to fill positions without which we-could not 
otherwise operate, such positions are released, Other positions which may 
be important but which do not have the same degree of urgency have been 
frozen. 


He anticipated that at some point over the next few months when we see 
how this year's budget has fallen out, a decision will have to be made with 
an eye to 1978/79 as to whether certain positions will be released to be filled 
or whether they will remain frozen. If things turn out badly, the financial 
cushion which is there would be used towards absorbing a part of the 
deficit. He stated frankly that at this point he did not have any very good 
instincts as to which way decisions would go on the issue. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the signed agreement between Concordia 
University and Bar-Ilan University of Ramat Gan, Israel, to exchange 
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faculty members and student programmes at the Bachelor's and Master's 
levels in Judaic Studies was, in effect, a framework within which other 
decisions could be made. Prof. Bordan explained further that the agreement 
was a letter of understanding whose obligations in a legal sense were 
non-binding. The arrangements will be presented to the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council at its next meeting for approval. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to a report from the Library Committee 
(DOC-US-77-12-Dl) which was being tabled for information and also to the 
Certificate Appraisal Report (DOC-US-77-12-D2) which he explained was a 
report that was required to be made to Senate but which did not require any 
action by Senate and was being tabled for information. Prof. Gross advised 
that the Faculty of Fine Arts has received notice that Concordia is now a full 
member of the Canadian Association of University Schools of Music; that 
the Doctoral Programme in Art Education has been inaugurated; and that the 
Certificate in Theatre Arts and Creative Drama has been approved by the 
Ministry of Education, which implies as a result that teachers taking this 
programme will have their positions with respect to scholarity approved. 


Appointments 


Steering Committee Elections 


Dr. O'Brien explained the composition of the Steering Committee and the 
method of choosing the faculty and student members. He pointed out that 
document US-77-12-D3 has been prepared in the form of a ballot and lists 
the names of faculty members of Senate, by Faculty, who are eligible for 
election to the Steering Committee, having previously served at least one 
year on Senate. It was pointed out that the terms on Senate for both Prof. C. 
Davis and Prof. S. McEvenue will expire on October 31, 1977. Dr. O'Brien 
explained that at the moment they were both members of Senate and were 
eligible for election and that this was a matter on which the members of 
Senate were free to use their judgement as they see fit. Mr. Ken Adams and 
Mr. J. Princz were asked to collect and count the ballots. It was agreed that 
Senate proceed to the next items on the agenda while the ballots were being 
counted. Library Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WEST, THAT PROF. V. BABA, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, AND PROF. S. MATTAR, FACULTY OF 
ENGINEERING, (DOC-US-77-12-D7), BE APPOINTED TO THE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE (TERMS TO EXPIRE MAY 31, 1979). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT PROF. D. F. MACDONALD, FACULTY OF 
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COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, AND PROF. L. SHERMAN, 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS (DOC-US-77-12-D7), BE APPOINTED TO 
THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE 
(TERMS TO EXPIRE MAY 31, 1980). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Committee on Colleges 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROFESSOR MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY 
PROF. WEST, THAT PROF. D. FROST, FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE (DOC-US-77-12-D7), BE APPOINTED TO THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON COLLEGES. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Organizing Committee - Festival for Creative Work in the Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. JORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS FOR THE ORGANIZING COMMITTEE - 
FESTIVAL FOR CREATIVE WORK IN THE ARTS 
(DOC-US-77-12-D4), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Board of Governors 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that we are undergoing a change in the 
method by which faculty members to the Board of Governors will be 
appointed. However, in the interim there is a final round under the previous 
system of appointments, by which a Faculty recommended appropriate 
faculty members to Senate according to determined categories and Senate 
then recommended the nomination to the Board. 


The nomination now before Senate has been received as requested by 
Senate last May. 


Dean Boyle advised that the election for a faculty representative to the Board 
of Governors was underway in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration and would be presented at the October 1977 meeting of 
Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. JORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WHITELAW, THAT THE NCHINATION OF PROF. JOHN F. MILLER, 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
(DOC-US-77-12-D6) BE APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE 
BOARD FOR ITS APPROVAL (TERM TO EXPIRE - 1980). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Senate was advised that the question of a replacement for Prof. Duplesis, 
who is on leave of absence, on the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee will be on the agenda for the next Engineering Faculty Council 
meeting. 


Prof. Giguere advised that the Computer Science Committee will be 
considering major revisions in curricula and programmes in Computer 
Science at its meeting scheduled for October 3, 1977. He urged all those 
who are responsible for nominating members to the Computer Science 
Committee but who have not yet done so, to submit their nominations as 
soon as possible. 


Membership of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the proposed revision to the membership 

of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee (DOC-US-77-12-D5) 
as an outcome of the reorganization of the administration of the University. 
Last spring Senate reorganized its Committee memberships to take account 
of the establishment of the Faculty of Arts and Science, but overlooked the 
point that there Academic. The recommendation from the Steering 
Committee to change the Vice-Rector, Academic, from the singular to the 
plural in the membership of the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee (DOC-US-77-12-D5) was being made to correct that oversight. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAXY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DELAND, THAT THE RECOMMMTION FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE REVISION TO THE MEMBERSHIP 
OF THE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION COHMITTEE 
(DOC-US-77-12-D5), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this item is noted as previous business 

because it has been on the Senate agenda in one way or another for a long 
time. However, it should really be approached as an item of new business 
because the attention that Senate has given to this issue in the past, even 
though discussions did in fact lead to certain changes and cleaning up of the 
documents, has really not been a very systematic dealing with the issues. 


He explained the background to documents US-77-8-D8 (a), US-77-1-D5, 
and US-77-1-D6 (a) and advised that the areas of academic regulations of 
the University represented by these documents have now become one of the 
major areas requiring clarification by Senate, particularly with the increasing 
difficulties being experienced by the merged faculties in having to operate 
under separate regulations on the two campuses. 


He emphasized that for many operational purposes, we rapidly need to have 
a set of common regulations. One major step in that direction was taken 
with the regulations around the grading system which are now in the 
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process of implementation. The area represented by the three documents 
presently before Senate was a second major area for consideration. A third 
major area, although one which was less voluminous than what Senate was 
now dealing with, concerns supplemental examinations. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that it would be desirable, in order to more easily 
communicate Senate's decisions, if those decisions could be made in time 
for the new regulations to be written in t e 1978/79 Calendar. He pointed out 
that a Senate meeting has been tentatively scheduled for September 30, 1977 
to continue discussion on these items and he proposed that Senate proceed 
with the discussion and decide towards the end of the meeting, in the light 
of the state of the discussion, whether we could move the items forward by 
meeting again next week. 


He invited Prof. Slack to make a major presentation of the Proposal for 
Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation (DOC-US-77-8-D8(a)), that is, to 
explain the thinking that went into the document. 


Steering Committee Elections (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that the following were elected to the Steering 
Committee in the first round of balloting: 


Prof. E. West - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
Prof. G.D. Xistris - Faculty of Engineering 
Prof. G. Gross - Faculty of Fine Arts 


Also, no one was elected in the first round from the Faculty of Arts and 
Science and it was agreed to continue discussing the Academic Regulations 
while a second ballot was in progress to elect two representatives from the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, deleting the names of three faculty members 
who had received the lowest number of votes from the list of those eligible. 


Academic Regulations (continued) 


Prof. Slack, in presenting and explaining the Proposal for Regulations an 
Academic Re-evaluation (DOC-US-77-8-D8(a)), explained that in 
accordance with the mandate given to him and Prof. Preston, a lengthy and 
thorough consultative process was undertaken, which at times proved to be 
quite arduous because of the wide range of opinions encountered. 


The procedures followed involved an examination of the Calendars of other 
Canadian Universities, wide consultation with other members of the 
University community, and a detailed study of the different systems on the 
two campuses at Concordia. 


Prof. Slack continued with a detailed explanation and rationale for the 
procedures being proposed for Academic Re-evaluation. 
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Steering Committee Elections (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that the second round of balloting had not resulted 
in the election of a representative from the Faculty of Arts and Science to the 
Steering Committee and that for the third round of voting two further names 
would be deleted from the list of those eligible. 


Academic Regulations 


Proposal for Academic Re-evaluation (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that at this stage members of Senate be invited to 
direct any questions to Prof. Slack, not in the sense of a debate of the 
proposition, but rather questions of a factual nature and questions to 
elucidate the thinking or meaning of the proposal. The debate on the merits 
of the proposal would take place at a later stage. 


Prof. Slack advised that the consultation approaches used by himself and 
Prof. Preston, given the time constraints under which they were operating 
and the involvement of two campuses, were to a certain extent ad hoc.- 
However, student consultation included graduate students on the SW 
Campus, students in the SGN Faculty of Arts, and students in the Loyola 
Faculty, of Arts and Science. While students in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration were not consulted, faculty members were. 


The feeling was expressed that the large number of requests for 
re-evaluation in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration last year 
indicated a fundamental problem in that area and it was wondered whether a 
study had been undertaken to determine if there was any correlation between 
the number of requests and the status of the professors involved, that is 
full-time, associate or special lecturers, etc. It was suggested that possibly 
as many as 50 percent of the requests in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration might involve special lecturers and it was wondered whether 
there was any way to collect data in this area. 


It was pointed out that this kind of study was not included in the mandate 
given to Prof. Slack and Prof. Preston. 


Dr. O'Brien presumed that the data could be collected but suggested that, 
given the context in which the issue has been raised, it was more a question 
of responsibility that might be put to the office of the Dean of the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration rather than to Prof. Slack. 


Steering Committee Elections (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that as a result of the third round of balloting the 
names remaining on the list of those eligible for election from the Faculty of 
Arts and Science for the next ballot were Prof. D. Frost, Prof. J. Moore, 
and Prof. K. Waters. 
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Academic Regulations 


Proposal for Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation (continued) 


It was argued that in those instances where re-evaluation involved term 
papers, since these were kept by the student, there was no way to guarantee 
that the term paper submitted for re-evaluation would in fact be the original 
one. Prof. Slack explained that this was one of the reasons for objections to 
having clean manuscripts submitted for re-evaluation and it was his 
experience and the experience of others that term papers contain notations 
which make it easy to verify the authenticity of the term papers in question. 
It was stated that there was nothing in the current Sir George Williams 
campus regulations that obliged a professor to consult with the student or to 
show the student the examination paper and it was argued that procedure 
number | of the proposed Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation 
(DOC-US-77-8-D8(a)) was ambiguous in that it was not clear whether the 
professor was obliged to show the examination paper to the student. Prof. 
Slack explained that that was why the phrase used was "to discuss work 
and exams" which, on the other hand, would be most difficult to do without 
actually showing the paper and going over it with the student. He personally 
assumed that it was the right of the student to see the paper. It was argued 
that if that was the intent, it should be clearly stated in procedure number | 
because as it is presently worded, a professor would still retain the right not 
to show the paper to the student. Dr. O'Brien felt that that was. a valid point 
and while it was subsidiary to many of the overall issues, it was one that 
should be clarified before we end up with a final document. Steering 
Committee Elections (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that Prof. D. Frost and Prof. J. Moore have been 
elected to the Steering Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. QUINN, SECONDED BY MR. BUSHE, 
THAT MR. COLIN CUMBERBATCH AND MR. DAVID HEDMAN BE 
APPOINTED TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE UNTIL THE 
OCTOBER 1977 MEETING OF SENATE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations Proposal for Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation 


(continued) 


Responding to a question concerning procedure number 5, Prof. Slack 
advised that this was a very common item in re-read procedures of other 
universities and it was felt that such a procedure would be useful in 
preventing students from requesting re-reads in all their courses which was 
considered to be inappropriate. Also, if a case should arise whereby a 
student who was taking two or three courses from the same professor 
appealed for a re-read in all courses, this would indicate that there may be 
problem between the student and the professor. Possibly these might be 
better handled by appeals to the department chairman rather than by 
re-evaluation. Prof. Slack advised that he and Prof. Preston were attempting 


to develop a system of re-evaluation that was not only just, regardless of the 
numbers of-appeals involved, but was also seen to be just. It was argued 
that procedure number 5, which limits the number of appeals to two 
courses, was unjust and it seemed that it was precisely that kind of decision 
that should be left to the Faculty Reevaluation Committee. The feeling was 
also expressed that procedure number 5, as worded, weighed unevenly 
between a student in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, who 
takes 10 courses during-an academic year, as opposed to an-Arts student 
who takes only 5 courses. Prof. Slack stated that if procedure number 5 
was to be approved, he presumed it would be changed from "two courses" 
to "12 credits." He also advised that the term "professor" which occurs 
throughout the proposed procedures applies to everyone regardless of rank, 
that is, it includes lecturers, part-time, etc. Further questions raised 
concerned the 14-day time limit for requests for re-evaluation; use of 
Student Request Committees as opposed to a Faculty Re-evaluation 
Committee; re-evaluation of non-written material such as class participation; 
objectives listed under 6 a); and the $10.00 fee which presently exists on the 
S.G.W. campus for re-reads. 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. O'Brien thanked Prof. Slack for presenting the 
Proposal for Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation 
(DOC-US-77-8-D8(a)) and for his excellent Job in elucidating the thoughts 
behind the document in responding to questions from Senators. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that at this point Senate should concentrate an the 
more general concepts contained in the proposal. In a document of this kind 
there are inevitably many things in the drafting which might be changed, 
and there will be a point at which the drafting can be polished up. However, 
it was important to establish at this stage in the discussion whether Senate 
was prepared to support the general approach to academic re-evaluation 
outlined in document US-77-8-D8(a). If not, what other general approach 
was Senate prepared to support? He explained that the general approach of 
the proposal now before Senate was that basically there should be a process 
where a student goes to the professor, then applies to a committee, the 
committee approves or disapproves of the appeal, and if it is approved it is 
passed on to a re-reader. 


Responding to a question concerning the meeting tentatively scheduled for 
September 30, 1977, Dr. O'Brien felt that a meeting next week would be 
both necessary and useful and should be held as scheduled so that the 
information which has been provided today does not have a mouth in which 
to disappear from mind. 


The feeling was expressed that the three items listed on the agenda under 
Academic Regulations all have one common link in that they all deal with 
appeals and it would be most helpful at this stage if Senate were first to deal 
with the issue of what constitutes a fair appeals procedure, that is, to decide 
what the underlying criteria should be in any appeals procedure. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was now before Senate van the range of 
documents that deal with the areas of Academic appeal. In reading the three 


documents he could see two very different kinds of appeal situations ' One 
was the situation in which a reasonably competent and intelligent group of 
people could look at the facts and decide on the matter. An example of this 
was an appeal against a charge of cheating. On the other hand, the document 
on Academic Re-evaluation represents a different kind of situation where it 
would be difficult to imagine that a committee made up of a psychologist, an 
engineer, a Commerce professor, and two students, could examine an 
examination paper in an advanced course in history and decide whether or 
not the grade should be raised from a "B" to an "A". What was being 
proposed was that under that situation the appeal would ultimately end up 
being dealt with by an expert. 


These represented two quite different appeal-situations and in discussing 
what sort of procedures are appropriate Senate should be aware of the 
distinction. Dr. O'Brien doubted that attempting to have a single appeal 
approach that could deal with those two different kinds of situations would 
end up being satisfactory. 


Support was voiced for a system in which the first approach was for the 
student to consult with the professor; the second approach was to a 
committee which disentangles the human problems; and the third approach 
was to expertise, arranged in one way or another. This in effect, was what 
was being proposed in the Slack/Preston document. 


Concern was expressed for a system which only provides for reevaluation 
for those students who request it. Such a system, to be just, should require 
that all papers be re-read and should not be limited to those students who 
ask for a re-read. However, re-reading all papers in a course, particularly 
those courses with large enrolments, would be an impossible task for the 
professor. 


It was argued that before Senate gets into a detailed discussion on the 
various appeals procedures to be dealt with, it was essential to establish the 
thinking of Senators on several important criteria. These were that an 
appeals procedure should not be complicated, that a student should not have 
to fear reprisal, and that the student should have access to the information 
and consultation about the appeal process and the options open to the 
student. 


It was stated that there seemed to be three important aspects to the proposal 
for Policies on Academic Re-evaluation (DOC-US-77-8-D8(a)). These 
included consultation between the student and the professor, some kind of-a 
committee which vets the request, and the appointment of a re-reader. With 
respect to the third aspect it was pointed out that there were many instances 
where there is only one specialist available in a given area and it was already 
very difficult to choose a re-reader in such instances. It was argued that if 
the student and the professor could contest the re-reader nominated, this 
would compound the difficulties which department chairmen already face in 
appointing re-readers. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that for purposes of today's discussion 
Senate had probably gone as far as it was advisable to go without getting 
into questions of detail. He reminded Senate that the next meeting would be 
held at 2:00 p.m. on Friday, September 30, 1977, at which time the 
discussion would be resumed. 


Adjournment 
77-12-24 The meeting adjourned at 5:20 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


